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Abstract 
 
Community participation in government decision making is an aspect of 
community governance that currently is of significant interest internationally to 
public administrators and academics alike.  Although community participation is 
widely used in the design and delivery of government services and policies and 
local priority setting, it often has not translated to involvement in resource 
allocation decisions.   
 
This paper examines a historical example of community resource allocation, 
where communities have played a role in the decision making process in the 
allocation of government resources – the Australian Assistance Plan (AAP).  
The AAP was been seen to have limited success because of constraints 
imposed by the political landscape, institutional arrangements and the level of 
activism from the communities involved.  In bringing forward the AAP approach 
to a more contemporary setting this paper compares the lessons from AAP with 
current Victorian Government approaches to community strengthening and 
governance arrangements.  In relation to the continuing evolution of community 
involvement in government resource allocation decisions, it is argued that such 
arrangements are best used when communities are involved in local resource 
allocation decisions and that current governance arrangements need to be 
further developed to encourage and allow for this to occur. 
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Introduction 
 
Community, as an organising concept, is gaining increasing interest in the way that 
governments are developing and implementing policies and programs.  Governments 
are increasingly entering into partnerships with communities and engaging them in 
decision making processes and the delivering of services to address local community 
problems.  However, in relation to the allocation of public resources by governments, 
communities are not playing a significant role.   
 
This paper focuses on the analysis of an Australian example, the Australian Assistance 
Plan (AAP), where regional communities played a central role in the decision making 
process in the allocation of government resources around social welfare.  The AAP 
was an experimental program undertaken by the Australian Government in the 1970s 
which was discontinued due to changes in the political landscape and the lack of 
appropriate governmental institutional arrangements to support its successful 
implementation.  It is argued that due to the increased focus on community 
strengthening, integrated governance and localised approaches by the Victorian 
Government, the context for the successful implementation of models of community 
involvement in resource allocation is transforming.  Given the nature of current 
Victorian context, it provides an emergent case study to examine the relationships and 
structures and to test the notion that the AAP was “an idea before its time” (Coleman, 
1978 in Munn, 1993).  It is argued however, that current governance arrangements 
need to develop further encourage and allow for local community participation in 
government resource allocation.   
 
 
Why is community participation in government resource allocation of 
interest? 
 
 
‘I fail to see how it is possible for us to have a technological revolution, a social 
revolution, an information revolution, moral, sexual and epistemological revolutions 
and not a political revolution as well …Simply put, the political technology of the 
industrial age is no longer appropriate technology for the new civilisation taking 
form around us.  Our politics are obsolete” (Toffler, 1970 in Osborne and Gaebler, 
1993, p249).  
 
This first section provides an overview of emerging practice in relation to the greater 
participation of communities in the arena of governance and in particular to decisions 
around the allocation of government resources.  There is growing international interest 
and attempts to allow community participation in government decision making.  Central 
to this is the continuing interest in democratic arrangements and the concept of the role 
of government and communities in jointly achieving economic and social objectives, 
bringing about a strong confluence of factors.  These include: 
 
• communities demanding more from government in relation to processes and 
outcomes being tailored to their specific needs (Adams and Hess, 2005b); 
• an understanding of the ‘democratic deficit’ characterised by declining levels of 
trust and participation in traditional representative political institutions (Curtain, 
2003; Marsh and Yencken, 2004) and an accountability gap between 
representative government and the community (Rhodes, 2005); 
• communities being seen as important in designing and delivering solutions 
through holding and divesting local knowledge about behaviours, capacities and 
needs as well as being able to implement and reinforce exchanges and 
directives (Bowles and Gintis, 2002; Adams and Hess, 2005b); 
• growing knowledge about the limits of state or market interventions in alleviating 
problems for disadvantaged communities (Wood, Randolph and Judd, 2002; 
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Giddens, 2000) as well as the knowledge that players must work together to 
achieve that that cannot be achieved single-handedly (Tam, 1998).   
 
Due to the confluence of these factors it is understood that there is an opportunity for 
system change (Marsh and Yencken, 2004) and that systems need to be modernised 
to allow for greater community participation.  In particular this has meant greater 
community participation in local decision making on issues of local concern (Phillips, 
1996). 
 
The developments in the United Kingdom (UK) are of particular interest in relation to 
the participation of communities in government decision making and in particular in 
resource allocation decision making.  The UK Blair Government have been enabling 
community participation in government decision making through the strong 
representation of local communities in various programs to respond to disadvantage.  
These include various community strengthening programs such as the Regeneration 
Initiatives, New Deal for Communities and Local Strategic Partnerships (Office of the 
Deputy Prime Minister, 2005).  Through these programs local communities have and 
are joining with non-government and government representatives to participate in 
priority setting and decision making including those in relation to local resource 
allocation.   
 
The UK approach has provided a base for a heightened third term agenda on 
community participation in government decision making (Skidmore, 2005) and of 
specific interest, in local resource allocation.  The Labour Party Manifesto 2005 states 
that the vision for 2010 is “stronger local government, with local communities able to 
make key decisions” (The Labour Party, 2005, p102), with the location of this activity at 
the neighbourhood level with “powers for local people to trigger action in response to 
persistent local problems” and “community funds for local neighbourhoods to spend on 
local priorities” (The Labour Party, 2005, p103). 
 
Following on from the developments of community participation in the UK, there is 
growing interest in the transferability of such concepts to the local governance context 
in Victoria.  Alongside this has been growing interest in the role of communities in 
government resource allocation and the applicability of the AAP (Reddel, 2002), with 
supporters advocating that it is time to revisit this as a model to enable communities to 
participate in government resource allocation (Edgar, 2002: Munn, 1993).  
 
 
The Australian Assistance Plan 
 
 
“The AAP was an experiment, an experiment about an untried form of cooperative 
participatory behaviour and in any experimental situation it is likely that mistakes 
will be made and will continue to be made until techniques are developed to 
overcome these mistakes.  In the process of finding out what sorts of programs 
work and what sorts do not, the danger of ‘wasting’ tax payers’ money is high, and 
any evidence of this provides ammunition for a government’s political opponents.  
Experimentation then, can be seen both as a technical and political exercise” 
(Graycar and Davis, 1978, p90). 
 
The section focuses on a particular historical example where communities have played 
a role in deciding how resources are allocated within their local community – the AAP 
and examines the lessons from the implementation of this program. 
 
The AAP was an ‘experiment’ set up by the Australian Whitlam Government in 1973 
and was to be defined in legislation in 1975, however this did not occur (Social Welfare 
Commission, 1975).  It was based on the election promise of ‘open government’ 
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including greater community participation in government decision making (Australian 
Council of Social Services, 1976).  It was implemented as ‘a collage of ideas’ set out to 
test arrangements around the regionalisation of governance structures, the role of 
communities in social planning processes and the targeting of regional specific 
approaches to social welfare.  It was administered by the Social Welfare Commission 
through the Federal Department of Social Security (DSS), thus giving it its primary 
focus on social welfare issues.  
 
The stated aim of the AAP was: 
 
“to assist in the development, at a regional level with a nationally coordinated 
framework, of integrated patterns of welfare services, complementary to income 
support programs and welfare related aspects of health, education, housing, 
employment, migration and other social policies” (Interim Committee of the Social 
Welfare Commission, 1973, p3).  
 
However in practice due to the somewhat non-prescriptive nature of its implementation 
and the amorphous nature of its content focus, the AAP was either seen as “confusing 
or whatever people wanted it to mean” (Tierney and MacMahon, 1979, p1).   
 
Under the AAP, the main mechanism for delivery were Regional Councils for Social 
Development (RCSD).  RCSDs were constituted from representatives from many 
different spheres including all levels of government, trade unions, employer groups, 
welfare consumer groups and other non-government bodies concerned with social 
welfare (Interim Committee of the Social Welfare Commission, 1973).  They were 
established based on existing regional networks with the mandate to: 
• relate to other regional planning bodies; 
• evaluate and monitor social needs; 
• devise plans for welfare service provision; 
• advise and assist local government and non government bodies; and 
• advise the Federal Government on the development of services and the 
allocation of grants and subsidies in the region (Interim Committee of the Social 
Welfare Commission, 1973, p4). 
 
Under the AAP, various resources were made available to establish and implement 
RCSDs: 
• initiating grants were available to assist with the contribution of local planning 
groups in the development of structures which could become RCSDs;   
• resources were available to employ community development workers by local 
councils or local welfare coordination committees; and 
• capitation grants for the capital and maintenance costs of local services were 
available with the total funding based on the population size of the region 
(Interim Committee of the Social Welfare Commission, 1973). 
 
The examples of projects funded through the AAP such as the establishment of 
neighbourhood houses and citizen advice bureaus in conjunction with the continued 
existence of some RCSDs show that the legacy of the AAP still exists today.  However, 
although there was wide community support for the AAP and there was no expressed 
ideological opposition to it from the federal opposition while the Whitlam Government 
was in power (Graycar and Davis, 1978), the AAP never progressed beyond the 
experimental stage. With the change of government in 1975, a review was undertaken 
of the AAP which withdrew funding for projects in June 1977 and with financial support 
for RCSDs withdrawn in May 1976 (Munn, 1993). 
 
There are many reasons given as to why the AAP ‘experiment’ was seen to fail.  Firstly 
was the issue that the AAP was labelled an experiment.  The Liberal Government that 
came into government after the Whitlam Government defended reviewing the AAP and 
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ceasing support for it because “after all it was an experiment not policy” (Graycar and 
Davis, 1978, p92) and that it had not defined a role for itself in the community (Graycar 
and Davis, 1977).   
 
That the AAP was labelled an ‘experiment’ meant that it was never seen as a force that 
could change the way that governance was enacted wider than the sphere it was 
originally enacted in – the field of social welfare.  As a result it could not attain the 
status of being a legitimate arrangement beyond social welfare and social planning.  
Many have argued that due to the primary focus on social welfare activities, the RCSDs 
were limited by the primary representation of social workers and other social welfare 
representatives in structures (Graycar and Davis, 1977; Munn, 1993) and thus in 
essence the AAP did not actively engage with interests outside of this sphere.  An 
interesting point is that in reviewing the projects that were recommended through the 
RCSDs many were considered by the government to have little direct bearing on social 
welfare although they were of high local priority (Graycar and Davis, 1978). 
 
Alongside this was the issue of the limited collaboration of other Federal Government 
departments in supporting the AAP arrangements (Munn, 1993).  The AAP did not 
amount to changes in how government, on a wider basis related to local and regional 
interests beyond a superficial level through representation of government 
representatives on RCSDs.  Other government departments did not connect with the 
same level of interest as the DSS.  Of particular consequence was that the projects of 
high local priority were not taken up by other departments meaning that the efficacy of 
the AAP was diminished through not being able to transcend governmental silos. 
 
The apparent ‘bypassing’ of local and state governments was seen as detrimental to 
ensuring the continued existence of the AAP.  State and local government 
representatives responded to the bypassing of their representative arrangements, 
through grants to non-government local institutions and organisations, as a hostile 
attack and threat to on the legitimacy of local and state government arrangements.  In 
response they challenged the constitutional basis of the AAP (see Ife and Camilleri, 
1979) and the RCSDs on the grounds that they were not representative (O’Brien, 
1982).  Various state and local government bodies proposed that they should be the 
coordination mechanism for the grants to the local level and not the Federal 
Government or the RCSDs (Social Welfare Commission, 1976). 
 
The AAP was seen as a move by the Federal Government to realign itself in relation to 
the power relations between the states and Federal Governments.  In being able to 
bypass state and local governments, the Federal Government was seen to be pushing 
towards a more nationalist and centralist (O’Brien, 1982; Wanna and Weller, 2003) 
approach to Federal government which was seen to undermine the power of the states 
and the federalist arrangements in place.  Interestingly, prior to the AAP, welfare was 
seen to be primarily in the domain of the states (Interim Social Welfare Commission, 
1973, p10), however it is evident today that the Federal Government has primary 
responsibility for social welfare support programs. 
 
Criticisms have also been levelled at the geographical focus of the AAP and the 
RCSDs.  The Social Welfare Commission stipulated that where possible regional 
boundaries should be groupings of local government area boundaries and boundaries 
used by departments and other organisations (Social Welfare Commission, 1975).  
Difficulties were found in defining regional boundaries (Graycar and Davis 1977) and 
there was a sense that the RCSD boundaries were imposed externally and not suitable 
to current governance arrangements.   
 
Two assumptions about the geography of social planning were being tested - what is 
the appropriate population level for the planning and provision of welfare services and 
what is the appropriate population level for the enhancement of community 
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participation in the planning and provision of welfare services (DSS and Social Welfare 
Commission, 1975)?  It was believed that regions were large enough to take into 
account a wide range of factors and to use economies of scale (Social Welfare 
Commission, 1975), while also being small enough to be manageable and to enable 
people to participate directly in decision-making (Social Welfare Commission, 1975).  
Through the AAP evaluations the first assumption was borne out, however it was 
argued that regional groupings were too large to effectively allow community 
representatives to participate in regional decision making opportunities (Graycar and 
Davis, 1978). 
 
Criticisms have also centred in the limited involvement of the RCSDs and constituents 
in being actually able to make decisions about resource allocation in their regions.  
Claims have been made that the implied promise of the AAP never came to fruition in 
that many grants that were supported by RCSDs were not successful, after 
consideration by the DSS, as they were not in the scope of the social welfare focus or 
were more adequately provided for through a different grants program (DSS, 1974).  
For example, it was found that in relation to one particular RSCD that the Minister for 
Social Security had approved less than 10 of the 130 proposals put forward (Bryson, 
1976).   
 
Funding was used as an inducement to get support for the AAP however, in reality this 
circumstance created expectations which were not met (Ife and Camilleri, 1979).  
Given the presumed role in resource allocation, RCSDs were understood primarily as a 
funding body and not as intended, a social planning body (Ife and Camilleri, 1979).  As 
a result RCSDs were of the belief that their recommendations, as to the projects to be 
supported through grants, would be approved on a prima facie basis. However in 
reality they discovered that bureaucratic processes added another layer their 
processes with grants submissions with “extremely cautious approach to submission 
and approvals” evident (O’Brien, 1982, p60).  In examining the different public 
statements in relation to the role of RSCDs in resource allocation there has seen to be 
a disconnect between the rhetoric and the practice in the resource allocation 
component of the AAP (Chapman, 1975) – “the community was lead to believe that it is 
having influence over decisions” (Barry, Clohesy and Smith, 1992, p92) in that they had 
a level of autonomy in the allocation of the capitation grants however this was not 
necessarily the case.  Under these arrangements, the AAP became just another type of 
funding source alongside the many others available through which RCSDs were 
encouraged to apply (Social Welfare Commission, 1975; DSS, 1974), but without the 
‘bottom up’ approach that was seen to make this model distinct.   
 
The AAP was not believed to be ideally designed to reach its public participation goals.  
Although community development officers were engaged to build public interest and 
ensure public participation (Social Welfare Commission, 1975), comments have been 
made that the Australian culture is not participatory (Graycar and Davis, 1979) and 
there is a ‘strong tendency in Australian democracy which is unsympathethic to the 
creation of participatory structures for the involvement of people in decision making’ 
(O’Brien, 1982, p87).  However it should be noted that community participation 
generally seen as a long term process and given the cultural change that was required 
to occur in such a limited time frame and in such a hurried manner (Chapman, 1975), it 
is apparent that the road that AAP was taking did not necessarily lend itself to 
community participation in governance.  However the fact that some RCSDs still exist 
today even though AAP funding discontinued almost thirty years ago is a testament to 
the notion that the principles and arrangements supported by AAP has some 
resonance to the people who became involved (Spindler, 1994).   
 
The last significant factor in the demise of the AAP was the beginning economic 
downturn in the late 1970’s where there was a period of high inflation and high 
unemployment (Graycar, 1979).  This coincided with the beginning of the movement 
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towards the consideration of economic development as a panacea for ensuring social 
and economic outcomes (Barry, Clohesy, and Smith, 1992).  It has been theorised that 
the models of governance were moving away from the more activist sentiments that 
were evident through the prior time period and more towards a consultative, efficiency 
and management driven model (Barry, Clohesy and Smith, 1992).  With the AAP being 
limited to the arena of social welfare and without clear links to economic development 
being made, it became less politically interesting and was not seen as important in the 
political and economic climate. 
 
In reviewing the success and failure of the AAP, the assumption that has not been 
tested is that of can you successfully combine local people’s involvement in decision 
making with accountability to the public and financial accountability for funding.  Thus in 
considering the future role of communities in government decision making the lessons 
from the AAP must be taken into consideration, in terms of the factors which allow 
community participatory mechanisms to flourish, the ideological, political and 
governance barriers which are required to be overcome to enable this, and that the 
failure of the AAP to become a legitimate part of ongoing governance arrangements 
does not make the case for not pursuing the involvement of communities in 
government resource allocation decision making. 
 
 
The evolving Victorian context 
 
 
“The success of the AAP as an experiment, depends on how well we understood 
what has happened, and on how well we can use our understanding of what has 
happened to design more perfect community development programs in the future.”  
(O’Brien, 1982, p96) 
 
This section focuses on the current Victorian context and the relevance of community 
participation in government resource allocation decisions in the evolving context and in 
relation to the lessons learned from the AAP.   
 
Victoria provides an interesting study in terms of the possibilities of community 
participation in government resource allocation given the evolving governance and 
public policy arrangements.  Victoria has often been seen to be emulate the broader 
reforms that are being undertaken in the United Kingdom albeit on a smaller scale.  In 
assessing the proposition that the Victorian Bracks’ Government in preparing for its 
possible third term of government might emulate the UK labour platform on the 
involvement of communities in local priority setting and resource allocation, the 
evolving arrangements are considered in light of the lessons from the AAP. 
 
The Victorian Government released A Fairer Victoria (AFV), a social policy statement, 
in May 2005 which focuses on the Government’s new framework for addressing 
disadvantage (Department of Premier and Cabinet, 2005).  The framework is based on 
the following elements: 
• Ensuring that universal services provide equal opportunity to all; 
• Reducing barriers to opportunity; 
• Strengthening assistance to disadvantaged groups; 
• Providing targeted support to the highest risk areas; and 
• Involving communities in decisions affecting their lives and making it easier to 
work with Government (Department of Premier and Cabinet, 2005, p7). 
 
There are many actions included in AFV covering those that are traditionally parts of 
cross-government social policy goals.  However, there are three strategies included 
that are moving beyond the bounds of traditional social policy, which are indicative of 
the changing public administration landscape in Victoria.  The connection between 
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these strategies is interesting in that although they are considered as sitting alongside 
the achievement of social outcomes, increasingly they are rising in prominence and 
there is a growing understanding that without the achievement of these strategies, 
social and economic outcomes will not be achieved. The premise of these strategies is 
that to achieve social policy goals you require: 
• strong local communities,  
• partnerships between the different players and sectors; 
• significant reform to the way government is organised and operates. 
 
Through analysis of the ‘building stronger communities’ strategy, it is becoming 
apparent that community strengthening approaches to public policy are beginning to 
gain increased relevance.  Initially these focussed upon projects in targeted locations 
such as Neighbourhood Renewal and Community Building.  Another key milestone was 
the establishment of the Department for Victorian Communities (DVC) in 2002 which 
brought together key government portfolios and agencies under the banner of 
community strengthening for people and places.   
 
The actions contained in AFV also focus more widely on programs that are linked to 
community infrastructure and facilities such as neighbourhood houses, community 
transport, the sharing of school facilities with the wider community as well as the 
extension and expansion of the aforementioned Neighbourhood Renewal and 
Community Building Initiatives (see Department of Premier and Cabinet, 2005).   
 
Although there are a number of types of community strengthening initiatives being 
undertaken by the Victorian Government it can be seen that central tenet of the 
Victorian community strengthening approach is increasing community involvement in 
participation in a wide variety of activities (DVC, 2005).  The rationale for this approach 
is that through even the simplest forms of participation, community participation in 
governance in increased and enhanced (Adams and Hess, 2005a; Skidmore, 2004).   
 
The second strategy proposes initiatives that change the way that the Victorian 
Government is working with non-government parties such as local government, 
business and the community.  Some of the examples of this approach includes 
establishing local teams with the mandate to assist communities to bring together the 
relevant local parties and plan joint actions, holding forums to allow the community a 
say in setting local priorities and undertaking local partnerships with local councils and 
community organisations (Department of Premier and Cabinet, 2005).   There are also 
actions are actively trying to make the connection to economic development 
opportunities such as the facilitation of community enterprises and micro-finance 
programs (Department of Premier and Cabinet, 2005) and the involvement of non-
government parties in the same.   
 
The final strategy of interest is focussed on better ways of working together at a 
regional and local level.  These are primarily focussed on State Government activities 
and the way that government interacts with itself.  The main component of this is the 
way that departments work at the regional level.  Actions include aligning regional 
boundaries which align with local government area boundaries, the establishment of 
regional management forums that are comprised of senior State and local government 
officials, as well as the establishment of cross government community project teams to 
tackle complex local issues in relation to government service delivery. 
 
In reviewing the strategies that the Victorian Government is undertaking there are 
remarkable similarities in the current public policy landscape in comparison to the 
barriers evaluated as being necessary in making a program such as the AAP succeed. 
• In comparison to the issue of the ‘experimental’ status of the AAP, the Victorian 
Government is actively making its community strengthening approach a central 
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part of the government’s agenda and is using language like ‘targeting’ rather 
than ‘piloting’. 
• In comparison to the issue of the AAP’s sole focus on social welfare, the 
Victorian Government is trying to get its community strengthening goals to be 
seen from a wider perspective, rather than just related to the social and those 
who are socio-economically disadvantaged.  There is a strong emphasis on 
creating the links between community strength and economic outcomes as well 
as traditional social outcomes such as safety, employment and educational 
outcomes. 
• In comparison to the issue of the fairly limited cross-government approach of 
the AAP, the Victorian Government has created regional management forums 
specifically put in place to better respond to local needs and deliver key 
priorities. Of particular note is the involvement of local government authorities in 
regional management forums to collaborate on these issues and in joint priority 
setting.   
• In comparison to the participatory aspects of the AAP, the focus on community 
strengthening approaches to increasing the non-activist forms of participation 
with the knowledge that the follow on will be stronger community participation in 
local governance arrangements.   
• In comparison to the quick and hurried implementation approach of the AAP, 
the Victorian Government are progressing at a steadier pace to ensure the 
pieces fall into place as required and specific components that have key 
dependencies are implemented in a concurrent or consecutive manner.   
• In comparison to the resource allocation role of the AAP, the focus is primarily 
on priority setting and community involvement in local community projects and 
the development of localised service delivery.  Of specific interest is that, 
although there is funding allocated for most of the community strengthening 
initiatives in AFV, there is no funding specifically allocated to the intersection of 
the three above described strategies – where community strengthening, cross 
sectoral partnerships and regional and local governance come together.   
 
So in analysing what is currently not present is the concept of community participation 
in governance activities and arrangements and a commitment to facilitating it alongside 
the redesign of more formal governance arrangements.  Noticeably absent from the 
strategies outlined in AFV is the lack of initiatives designed to universally develop 
community governance arrangements beyond community consultation or community 
building type activities (Wiseman, 2005).  
 
Function or Folly?  
 
“The question is not whether a particular intervention works, but whether it is 
acceptable in the first place to organise in such a way that this type of intervention 
has a chance to prove its worth” (Dahler-Larsen, 2001, p345). 
 
This last section focuses the implications of the current Victorian context for the future 
of community participation in government resource allocation.  When comparing 
Victoria to the UK what is readily apparent is that there is a clear point of difference in 
the level of facilitation of community participation in local governance arrangements.  
The UK has invested quite heavily over the past two terms of government in developing 
local leadership and encouraged relatively strong community participation in the 
various renewal, local partnership and social inclusion initiatives undertaken. 
 
Victoria on the other hand, has focussed to lesser amounts on formal community 
participation and more on ‘everyday’ (Bentley, 2005) types of participation.  Even 
though the Victorian approach could be analysed as a more longer term and robust 
approach to ensuring continued community participation in governance, and without 
undermining existing local arrangements it is quite apparent that the same ability to 
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respond to a new social contract based on joint responsibilities for resource allocation 
between communities and government, is not present or will be apparent for some 
time. 
 
In analysing the Victorian Government’s community strength indicators it is evident that 
firstly the majority of Victorians do not participate and that Government’s efforts to 
increase participation are yet to impact at the state level with only 2 of the 7 
participation indicators increasing over the period from 2001 to 2004 (DVC, 2004)1. 
Interestingly the indicator “ part of a group that has taken local action on behalf of the 
community in the last twelve months “ is one of those that is increasing.  How this 
concords with current governance arrangements or what this means about the 
accessibility or not of current governance arrangements, however is currently not 
known.  
 
In addition, research undertaken by the DVC shows that there is a significant gap 
between what Victorians should be the relationship between communities and 
government and what is.  The results show that 72% of Victorians believe that having 
opportunities to participate in decisions made by government is important, however 
only 26% believe that to be the case in their own community.  In addition it was found 
that 78% of Victorians think it is important for the government to be responsive to local 
needs, similar to the prior question only 23% believe that to be the case in their 
community (DVC, 2005). 
 
So in considering the various strategies outlined in AFV it becomes evident that 
although the Victorian Government seems to be organising itself to allow more effective 
collaboration with local communities with particular emphases on regional and local 
level, collaborations. However there still exists a significant gap between government 
and communities little effort to fill bridge this gap in the meantime or building the 
capacity in the community so that they themselves can bridge the gap.  In addition, 
should the relevant community governance arrangements arise, there is limited 
consideration of how the participatory, representative and public service elements will 
interact in relation to decisions about how resources will be allocated to communities 
for them in turn to allocate in their constituents, or how accountability or joint priority 
setting arrangements will be organised and balanced between government and 
communities.   
 
 
Conclusion 
 
 
In conclusion, without a crystal ball, only time will tell whether the Victorian Government 
emulate the UK Labour Party’s lead in putting forward as a key election platform for 
greater community participation in decision making and resource allocation at the local 
level.  What is apparent is that many of the new arrangements and initiatives that the 
Victorian Government is putting in place as part of its AFV framework are likely to 
enhance community participation in government resource allocation if implemented in 
future.  The key deficit in the Victorian Government approach is the ‘light-on’ approach 
taken in facilitating, invigorating and investing in community participation in local 
governance arrangements and addressing the imbalance between the government and 
local communities.   
 
What this means for community involvement in government resource allocation is not 
what clear, in that it is not yet quite apparent whether or not if it will come to fruition in 
Victoria or whether or not the current community participation environment will be 
significant if it does.  However what is likely is that even though the community 
participation in government resource allocation might not be attained, there is likely to 
 11
be a beneficial impact and more conducive environment arising from the approach 
outlined in the Victorian case study presented – A Fairer Victoria. 
 
 
1. It should be noted that with current community strengthening investment levels, it is unlikely 
that there will be much movement in the indicators at a state level, with movement being far 
more likely at a more local level.  However, until trends for local data are apparent this cannot 
be tested.  
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